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West's Key Number Digest, Judgesii=n49(1) 


Where bias or prejudice is a ground of disqualification, any interest, the probable and natural tendency of which is to 
create a bias in the mind of the judge for or against a party to the cause, is sufficient to disqualify the judge. 


A judge who has a personal interest in a case cannot act fairly in that case.! Where bias or prejudice is a ground of 
disqualification, any interest, the probable and natural tendency of which is to create a bias in the mind of the judge for or 


against a party to the cause, is sufficient to disqualify the judge.” The interest which disqualifies a judge on the ground of bias 
or prejudice need not be a pecuniary one. On the other hand, where a case involves remote, contingent, indirect, or speculative 
interests, the disqualification of a judge is not required.* Where statutes specifying the grounds of disqualification are considered 


exhaustive, prejudice or bias not based on interest or other statutory ground is not a cause for disqualification.” 
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Standard for determining whether Fourteenth Amendment's due process clause required recusal of a state trial judge who was 
target of a federal bribery probe in which prosecutor was playing a role was whether considering all circumstances alleged, 
risk of bias was too high to be constitutionally tolerable; evidence of actual bias in defendant's case was not required. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 14. Rippo v. Baker, 137 S. Ct. 905 (2017). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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